Incidence, Magnitude, and Determinants of Off-Farm Income in Tennessee and the South by Singh, Surendra P.
Journal of Rural Social Sciences 
Volume 02 
Issue 1 Southern Rural Sociology Volume 2, 
Issue 1 (1984) 
Article 5 
12-31-1984 
Incidence, Magnitude, and Determinants of Off-Farm Income in 
Tennessee and the South 
Surendra P. Singh 
Tennessee State University 
Follow this and additional works at: https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss 
 Part of the Rural Sociology Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Singh, Surendra. 1984. "Incidence, Magnitude, and Determinants of Off-Farm Income in Tennessee and 
the South." Journal of Rural Social Sciences, 02(1): Article 5. Available At: https://egrove.olemiss.edu/
jrss/vol02/iss1/5 
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Center for Population Studies at eGrove. It has been 
accepted for inclusion in Journal of Rural Social Sciences by an authorized editor of eGrove. For more information, 
please contact egrove@olemiss.edu. 
INCIDENCE, MAGNITUDE, AND DETERMINANTS OF 
OFF-FARM INCOME I N  TENNESSEE AND THE SOUTH' 
Surendra P. Singh 
Department of  Rura l  Development, 
Tennessee S t a t e  Un iv e r s i t y  
ARSTRACT The ma jo r  o b j e c t i v e s  of  t h i s  s t u d y  a r e  t o  
i d e n t i f y  t h e  i nc idence  and magnitude of of f-farm income 
i n  Tenne s s e e  and t h e  Sou t h  and t o  d e t e rm i n e  f a c t o r s  
a f f e c t i n g  o f f - f a rm  income o f  a s e l e c t  g r oup  of  f a rm 
f a m i l i e s .  R e g r e s s i o n  models  were  e s t i m a t e d  u s i n g  
c r o s s - s e c t i o n a l  d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  f rom 1 93  r andomly  
s e l e c t ed  farm f am i l i e s  i n  two Tennessee coun t i e s .  Two 
mod e l s  w e r e  e s t i m a t e d :  t h e  f i r s t ,  f o r  t h e  f a rm  
o p e r a t o r ' s  o f f - f a rm  income;  and t h e  s econd ,  f o r  t h e  
t o t a l  o f f - f a r m  i n c ome  o f  t h e  f a m i l y .  The  s t u d y  
revea led  va r ious  socioeconomic f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  t o t a l  
of f-farm f am i l y  income and ope r a t o r ' s  of f-f arm income. 
E l a s t i c i t i e s  were  a l s o  d e t e rm i n e d  f o r  e a ch  o f  t h e  
independent  v a r i a b l e s  a t  t h e i r  mean va lues  t o  de t e rmine  
respons iveness  of t h e  off-farm income t o  changes i n  t h e  
independent  v a r i a b l e s .  
I n t r oduc t i on  
Low income on f a rm s  h a s  been  a p o l i c y  i s s u e  f o r  t h e  
p a s t  s e v e r a l  decades. Over t h e  years ,  va r ious  measures and 
p rog rams  have  been  s u g g e s t e d  and imp lemen ted  t o  h e l p  low-  
income farmers .  Off-f arm employment has  been i d e n t i f i e d  a s  
a  po s s i b l e  means of a l l e v i a t i n g  r u r a l  poverty.  Yany f a rmer s  
have achieved a r e l - a t i v e l y  h igh  t o t a l  farm f am i l y  income by  
engag ing  i n  some t y p e  o f  o f f - f a rm  work. Wh i l e  f a rm i n g  
r ema i n s  t o  many a way o f  l i f e ,  i t  t y p i c a l l y  i s  no l o n g e r  t h e  
o n l y  source  of income f o r  t h e  farm fami ly .  Off-farm income 
among f a rm e r s  i s  n o t h i n g  new. Tn r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  however,  
many f a rmer s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  sma l l  op e r a t o r s )  have had t o  r e s o r t  
t o  a new way of l i f e ,  namely pa r t - t ime  fa rming  wi th  off-farm 
jobs a s  p r imary  employment. 
S e v e r a l  s t u d i e s  b e a r i n g  on o f f - f a rm  income have  been  
p u b l i s h e d .  The t e rm s  " p a r t - t ime  f a rm i n g "  and " p a r t - t im e  
f a rm e r s "  were  p e r h a p s  f i r s t  i n t r o d u c e d  and e l a b o r a t e d  b y  
Rozman i n  1930  (Mage 1975) .  A s  e a r l y  a s  1955,  a s t u d y  b y  
t h e  U.S. D e p a r t m e n t  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  ( 1 9 5 5 )  s u g g e s t e d  
app roa che s  and r ecommenda t ions  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  o f f - f a rm  
employment  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  low-income farmers .  
Bird (1957) showed t h e  i n c r e a s i ng  dependence of f a rmer s  on 
off-farm ea rn ing  i n  o r d e r  t o  escape  pove r t y  income l e v e l s .  
Bo t t um  e t  a l .  ( 1 9 6 5 )  c o n s i d e r e d  i n c r e a s i n g  o f f - f a r m  
emplo yment o p po r t u n i t i e s  f o r  1-ow-income f a rmer s  i n  o r d e r  t o  
 he a u t h o r  t h a n k s  D r .  B. N. H i r ema th  f o r  h i s  h e l p  i n  
ana lyz ing  t h e  da ta .  
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r e d u c e  i n c ome  d i s p a r i t y .  A s t u d y  o f  s e l e c t e d  c omme r c i a l  
f a r m e r s  i n  C e n t r a l  I l l i n o i s  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  n on f a rm  i n c ome  
c o n s t i t u t e d  a b o u t  20 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  i n c ome  t o  a l l  
f a r m e r s  (Hanson,  1 971 ) .  Tn a n o t h e r  s t u d y ,  Hanson  ( 1 972 )  
s t u d i e d  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  l e v e l  o f  o f f - f a r m  i n c ome  
e a r n e d  b y  f a m i l i e s .  Farm,  p e r s o n a l ,  and  n on f a rm  f a c t o r s  
we r e  a n a l y z e d .  The  s t u d y  recommended  t h a t  p r o g r am s  t o  
al-1-eviate r u r a l  p o v e r t y  must b e  focused  a t  low fa rm jncome 
f a rme r s  who have  been u n ab l e  t o  e a r n  an adequa t e  fa rm income 
o r  supp lement  t h e i r  f a m i l y  income from o f f - f a rm  sou r ce s .  I n  
a s t u d y  of  work b e h av i o r  o f  l ow  income, r u r a l  nonfarm wage 
e a r n e r s ,  Bawden (1974) conc luded  t h a t  t h e  major  c a u s e  o f  l ow  
incomes was low wage r a t e s  and t h a t  p r o g r e s s  c an  b e  made i n  
a l l e v i a t i n g  l ow  i n c ome s  o f  w o r k i n g  a g e  f a m i l i e s  i n  r u r a l  
non f a rm  a r e a s  b y  r a i s i n g  wage r a t e s  and  r e d u c i n g  r a c i a l  
d i s c r im i n a t i o n .  
S e v e r a l  s t u d i e s  e x am in ed  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  s u p p l y  o f  
f a rm  o p e r a t o r ' s  l a b o r  o n  o f f - f a r m  work  and  t h e  f a c t o r s  
a f f e c t i n g  t h e  wage r a t e s  r e c e i v e d  i n  t h e  o f f - f a rm  m a r k e t  
(Bollman, 1979;  Hanson and S p i t z e ,  1976;  Huffman, 1973;  Rao, 
1973 ;  S e x t o n ,  1975). S i n q h  ( 1 9 8 3 )  s t u d i e d  t h e  s u p p l y  o f  
o f f - f a r m  l a b o r  b y  f a r m  o p e r a t o r s  i n  t w o  c o u n t i e s  o f  
T enn e s s e e .  The r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  o f f - f a r m  l a b o r  
s u p p l y  was p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  o f f - f a r m  wage and  
l e n g t h  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  b u t  n e g a t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  a g e  and 
educa t ion .  Bag i  (1984a) compared t h e  t e c h n i c a l  e f f i c i e n c y  
of  p a r t - t im e  and f u l l - t i m e  f a rm e r s  and found l i t t l e  e v i d e n c e  
t h a t  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  e f f i c i e n c y  o f  t h e  p a r t - t im e  f a rm e r s  was 
s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  l o w e r  t h a n  t h a t  o f  f u l l - t i m e  f a r m e r s .  I n  
a no t h e r  s tudy ,  Rag i  (19R4b) found t h a t  most o f  t h e  p a r t - t ime  
f a r m s  a r e  c o m p a r a t i v e 1y s m a l l  i n  s i z e ,  p r o d u c e  r e l a t i v e 1  y 
l ow  o u t p u t ,  and  a c h i e v e  v e r y  l ow  p r o f i t  ma r g i n .  Mos t  o f  
t h e s e  f a r m s  a r e  u n a b l e  t o  s u p p o r t  a d e c e n t  s t a n d a r d  o f  
l i v i n g  f o r  a f a rm i ng  f ami ly .  The r e fo r e ,  g a i n f u l  employment 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  w i t h i n  r u r a l  a r e a s  seem t o  b e  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  
t h e  s t a b i l i t y  and p r o s p e r i t y  of r u r a l  p opu l a t i o n s .  The need 
f o r  a n ~ l y z i n g  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  p a r t - t i m e  f a r m i n g  o n  f a rm  
f a m i l y  i n c ome  and r u r a l  d e v e l o pm e n t  h a s  b e e n  s t r e s s e d  b y  
many i n  t h e  p a s t  (Bateman 1974; R e i n s e l ,  1970;  Schneebe rge r  
and West,  1972;  S inqh  and Wi l l i amson ,  1981). 
T h i s  s t u d y  i s  a n  a t t e m p t  t o  p r o v i d e  a b e t t e r  
u nd e r s t a nd i n g  o f  o f f - f a rm  income and o f f - f a rm  employment. 
The s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t i v e s  a r e  (1) t o  i d e n t i f y  t i n c i d e n c e  
and  m a g n i t u d e  o f  o f f - f a r m  i n c ome  i n  t h e  southhP and  (2) t o  
d e t e rm i n e  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  fa rm f a m i l i e s '  o f f -
fa rm income and v a r i o u s  fa rm and nonfarm c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
' s o u t h - c e n s u s  Reg i on  i n c l u d e s  t h e  s t a t e s  o f  Alabama,  
Arkansas,  Delaware,  F l o r i d a ,  Georg ia ,  Kentucky, Lou i s i ana ,  
Ma r y l a nd ,  M i s s i s s i p p i ,  N o r t h  C a r o l i n a ,  T e n n e s s e e ,  T ex a s ,  
V i r g i n i a ,  and West  V i r g i n i a .  
2
Journal of Rural Social Sciences, Vol. 02 [2019], Iss. 1, Art. 5
https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol02/iss1/5
I n c i d en c e  and magni tude o f  o f f - fa rm income 
Tncreas ing  impor tance  of nonfarm income 
S t r u c t u r a l  c h a n g e s  c o n t i n u e  t o  o c c u r  w i t h i n  t h e  U.S. 
f a rming  s e c t o r .  Farm and nonfarm l a b o r  ma rke t s  have become 
more i n t e g r a t e d  a s  a n  i n c r e a s i n g  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  f a rm  
popul .a t ion i s  empl.oyed i n  nonfarm jobs  and a s  an i n c r e a s i n g  
p e r c e n t a g e  o f  t h o s e  who work  on  f a r m s  r e s i d e s  e l s e w h e r e  
(Huffman, 1977). 
The h i g h  i n c i d e n c e  o f  i n c ome  f r om  o f f - f a rm  s o u r c e s  
o c c u r s  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  As shown i n  T a b l e  1, 
of f - fa rm income ha s  been i n c r e a s i n g  ove r  t h e  years .  I n  1960 
of f - fa rm income r e p r e s e n t e d  43 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  income 
r e c e i v e d  b y  f a rm  f a m i l i e s  i n  t h e  Un i t e d  S t a t e s .  By 1970  
of f - fa rm income i n c r e a s e d  t o  55 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  f a m i l y  
i ncome ,  and b y  1980  i t  was 64 p e r c e n t .  F u r t h e rm o r e ,  o f f -  
f a rm  i ncome  e x c e ed ed  n e t  f a rm  i n come  i n  1 4  o f  t h e  2 0  y e a r s  
from 1960 t o  1980. It i s  impo r t a n t  t o  n o t e  t h a t  s i n c e  1967, 
o n l y  i n  1.973 d i d  n e t  fa rm income exceed of f - fa rm income and 
t h e  g ap  b e tw e e n  t h e  two  h a s  b e e n  w i d en i ng .  Be c au s e  o f  t h e  
i n c r e a s i n g  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  n on f a rm  income ,  t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  a 
r emarkab l e  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  r e l a t i v e  and r e a l  incomes o f  fa rm 
f am i l i e s  t h a t  o p e r a t e  sm a l l  farms. For  t h e s e  fa rms ,  ave r age  
c o n s t a n t  d o l l a r -  nonfarm income i n c r e a s e d  from $2,789 i n  19g0 
t o  $4 ,652  i n  1 9 6 5  and t o  $7 ,862  i n  1 9 7 5  ( i .e . ,  b y  69 p e r c e n t  
o v e r  1 9 6 5 )  (Huf fman ,  1 977 ) .  The r i s i n g  non fa rm  i n come  o f  
sm a l l  f a rme r s  ha s  caused a d r ama t i c  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e i r  f a m i l y  
income p o s i t i o n  r e l a t i v e  t o  l a r g e r  f a rme r s .  I n  1960 ave r age  
t o t a l  ( fa rm and non-farm) income of sm a l l  f a rme r s  WRS  o n l y  
h a l f  t h a t  o f  t h e  l a r g e r  f a r m e r s ,  b u t  b y  1 975  i t  had imp rov ed  
t o  two- th i rds .  
I n  a  1 970  s u r v e y  o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  f i n a n ~ e , ~  a b o u t  2 0  
p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  f a rm  o p e r a t o r s  r e p o r t e d  o f f - f a r m  income  o f  
S10,oOO o r  more, and more t h a n  40 p e r c e n t  r e p o r t e d  o f f - fa rm 
income o f  $5,000 o r  more. Tn t h e  same survey ,  ave r age  o f f -  
f a rm  i n come  p e r  f a rm  t e n d e d  t o  b e  h i g h e r  t h a n  a v e r a g e  n e t  
f a r m  i n c ome .  T h e  o f f - f a r m  i n c o m e  f o r  t h e  4 8  s t a t e s  
r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  s u r v e y  was 57 p e r c e n t  of t h e  t o t a l  f a m i l y  
income. V a r i a t i o n s  w i t h i n  v a r i o u s  r e g i on s ,  however, ranged 
f r om  a  l ow  o f  47.7 p e r c e n t  i n  t h e  N o r t h e a s t  t o  a h i g h  o f  
72.4 p e r c e n t  i n  t h e  s o u t h e r n  p l a i n s .  The o f f - f a rm  income  
component o f  t h e  t o t a l  f a m i l y  income was 64.6 p e r c e n t  i n  t h e  
Sou t h e a s t  and 67.1 p e r c en t  i n  Appalachia.  
An immedia te  outcome of  i n c r e a s e d  of f - fa rm income ha s  
b e en  a  d ep enden c e  o n  o f f - f a rm  i n come  t o  m a i n t a i n  f a m i l y  
wel l -being.  I n  1980 of f - fa rm income compr i sed  62 p e r c e n t  o f  
t h e  t o t a l  p e r  c a p i t a  pe r sona l  income of  t h e  f a rm  popu l a t i o n  
(Economic  R e s e a r c h  S e r v i c e ,  1980 ) .  F u r t h e rm o r e ,  on1.y 8  
p e r c en t  o f  a l l  farm f am i l i e s  r e l y  on income from f a rming  a s  
t h e i r  s o l e  s ou r c e  of income (C a r l i n  and Ghe l f i ,  1979). 
3 ~ a s e d  on 1970 Su rvey  of  A g r i c u l t u r a l  F inance  conduc ted  
b y  t h e  U.S. Bu reau  o f  Census .  
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Table 1. Tncome of t h e  U.S. farm ope r a t o r  f am i l i e s ,  
p e r  farm, 1960-1980. 
Income of farm ope r a t o r  f am i l i e s  
( p e r  farm) 
Of f-farm 
incomes a s  
Year Net farm Off-farm To t a l  f am i l y  pe rcen t  of 
Income Income Income t o t a l  income 
1980 8,180 14,820 23,000 6 4 . 4  
Source: Economic Research Se rv i ce  (1980).  
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Off-farm employment 
Off-farm income ea rn ings  a r e  de r ived  from a number of 
s ou r c e s .  I n  most  p a r t s  o f  t h e  c o u n t r y ,  however ,  income i n  
t h e  form of wages and s a l a r i e s  from off-farm employment by 
t h e  f a rm f a m i l y  i s  t h e  p r i m a r y  s o u r c e  ( C a r l i n  and Ghe l f  i, 
1979) .  The p r o p o r t i o n  o f  f a rm  o p e r a t o r s  who worked o f f  
t h e i r  fa rms  (any  number of  days)  reached a r eco rd  55 pe rcen t  
i n  1978,  more t h a n  t w i c e  t h e  l e v e l  of  1944. F u r t h e rmo r e ,  
n e a r l y  45 pe rcen t  of  a l l  U.S. farm ope r a t o r s  r e po r t e d  100 o r  
more days of off-farm employment du r ing  1978. 
The p ropor t i on  of  ope r a t o r s  working off-farm was even 
h igher  i n  t h e  South; n e a r l y  60 pe rcen t  of  southern  ope r a t o r s  
worked o f f  t h e i r  f a rm s  i n  1978. Over t im e ,  an  i n c r e a s i n g  
sha re  of t h e  farm ope r a t o r  l a b o r  r e sou rce  has been a l l o c a t e d  
t o  off-farm employment. Table  2 g i v e s  t h e  percentage  of  a l l  
o p e r a t o r s  working o f f  t h e i r  fa rms  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  and 
i n  t h e  South.  As shown i n  t h e  t a b l e ,  n o t  o n l y  h a s  t h e  
p e r c e n t a g e  of  o p e r a t o r s  r e p o r t i n g  a n y  o f f - f a rm  work  been 
inc reas ing ,  bu t  t h e  percentage  working 200 o r  more days has  
a l s o  i nc reased  over  t h e  years  i n  both  t h e  United S t a t e s  and 
t h e  South. I n  1959 n e a r l y  33 pe rcen t  of  southern  ope r a t o r s  
were working off-farm 100 days o r  more, compared wi th  about 
30  p e r c e n t  i n  t h e  n a t i o n .  S i m i l a r l y ,  i n  1978 a  h i g h e r  
percentage  of ope r a t o r s  were working 100 days o r  more i n  t h e  
South t han  na t iona l ly .  Moreover, i n  1978, 42.3 pe rcen t  were 
work ing  200 d ay s  o r  more i n  t h e  Sou th ,  compared  w i t h  36.5 
p e r c e n t  i n  t h e  Un i t e d  S t a t e s  ( T a b l e  2) .  The n a t i o n a l  
p e r c e n t a g e  o f  o p e r a t o r s  work ing  1-99 d ay s  h a s  d e c l i n e d ,  
however,  and t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  work ing  100-199 d ay s  h a s  n o t  
changed s i n c e  1969. Thus, it may be concluded t h a t  no t  o n l y  
a r e  more and more farm ope r a t o r s  t a k i ng  up off-farm jobs i n  
t h e  Sou th ,  b u t  d ay s  worked o f f  t h e  f a rm  b y  t h o s e  r e p o r t i n g  
o f f - f a rm  employment  have  a l s o  been  i n c r e a s i n g .  A l o w e r  
p e r c e n t a g e  of  b l a c k  f a rm  o p e r a t o r s  were  work ing  o f f - f a rm ,  
compared wi th  a l l  farm ope r a t o r s  (Table 3). 
A farm ope r a t o r ' s  p r imary  occupat ion  may be r e l a t e d  t o  
t h e  number o f  d ay s  he  works o f f - f a rm.  I n  1978  o n l y  44.2 
percent  of farm ope r a t o r s  i n  t h e  South r epo r t ed  fa rming  a s  
t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  o c c u p a t i o n ,  compared w i t h  53.5 p e r c e n t  o f  
t h e  U.S. o p e r n t o r s  (U.S. Bureau  o f  t h e  Census) .  B l a c k  f a rm  
o p e r a t o r s  a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  have  f u l l - t i m e  o f f - f a rm  
employment than  a r e  wh i t e  farm ope r a t o r s  (C a r l i n  and Ghel-fi, 
1979).  
Off - fa rm income i s  r e p o r t e d  b y  a l l  s i z e s  o f  f a rm i n g  
ope ra t ions ,  bu t  f am i l i e s  ope r a t i ng  sma l l e r  farms depend more 
on off-farm income than  do f am i l i e s  ope r a t i ng  l a r g e r  farms. 
A s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  T a b l e  4, a m a j o r i t y  o f  o p e r a t o r s  (63.6 
pe rcen t )  who worked off-farm 2.00 days o r  more s o l d  l e s s  than  
$20,000 v a l u e  o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o d u c t s  i n  1978. A s  t h e  
va lue  of a g r i c u l t u r a l  p roducts  s o l d  i n c r e a s e s ,  t h e  number of 
d ay s  worked o f f - f a rm  d e c l i n e s  ( T a b l e  4 ) .  R e l a t i v e l y  more 
f u l l  owner s  i n  t h e  Sou t h  worked o f f  t h e  - fa rm 200 d ay s  o r  
more i n  1978 than  d i d  part-owners o r  t enan t s ,  b u t  t h e  t r e nd  
r ev e r s e s  f o r  1-99 days i n  a year. A s  expected,  younger farm 
o p e r a t o r s  worked more d ay s  and a s  t h e  age  i n c r e a s e d ,  t h e  
number working  100  d ay s  o r  more d e c r e a s e d  ( T a b l e  4).  A 
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Tab l e  2. Farm o p e r a t o r s  work ing  o f f  t h e i r  f a rm s ,  
United S t a t e s  and t h e  South, 1944-1978 ( p e r c en t )  
* Year Any work 1-99 100-1 99 200 days 
days  days o r  more 
-- - 










Source:  U.S. Bureau  o f  t h e  Census  (1959: 1969: and 
1978.) 
* 
P e r c e n t a g e  of  o p e r a t o r s  r e p o r t i n g  a n y  o f f - f a rm  work  
du r ing  t h e  year. 
 lack and  o t h e r  r a c e s  o n l y ,  m a j o r i t y  ( a b o u t  9 0  
pe rcen t )  a r e  blacks.  
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Table 3 .  Farm ope r a t o r s  working o f f  t h e i r  farms, 
Tennessee, 1978 ( p e r c e n t )  
Year Any work 2 0 0  days o r  more 
1954 46.0 21.5 
1959 47.6 25.6 
1964 48.6 N A 
1969 61.9 38.5 
1978 66.4 45.2 
1978* 44.0 34 .0  
Source: U.S. B u r e a u  o f  t h e  C e n s u s .  C e n s u s  o f  
Agr i cu l tu re ,  Tennessee, f o r  r e s p e c t i v e  years.  
 lac k farm ope r a t o r s  on1 y. 
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Tab l e  4. Of f - f a rm employment  o f  f a rm  o p e r a t o r s  
i n  t h e  Sou th ,  s e l e c t e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  1978  
I t em  Opera tors  working off-farm 
( p e r c e n t )  
Opera tors  1-99 100-199 200  days 
(numbers days days o r  more 
A l l  o p e r a t o r s  1,014,370 12.3* 8.0 42.3 
Farm ope r a t o r s  
r e po r t i ng  any 
work 604.872 20.6+ 13.4 70.9 
Sy va lue  of agr .  
p roducts  so ld  
Up t o  S20,000 517,173 10.6* 11.2 63.6 
S20,OOO - 39,999 40,263 1.8 1.2 3.6 
S40,OOO - 99,999 29,086 1.7 0.8 2.2 
5100,000 and more 18,210 1.2 0.5 1.6 
By t enu r e  of farm 
ope r a t o r  
F u l l  owner 
P a r t  owner 
Tenants  
By age of farm 
ope r a t o r  
34 and under 
35 - 54 
55 - 64 
65 and over  
Source: U.S. Bureau  o f  t h e  Census  ( 1978 )  f o r  s t a t e s  i n  
t h e  South. 
* Percent  of  a l l  o p e r a t o r s .  
'percent of t hose  r e po r t i ng  any off-farm work. 
8
Journal of Rural Social Sciences, Vol. 02 [2019], Iss. 1, Art. 5
https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol02/iss1/5
s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n  e x i s t s  i n  Tennessee (Table 5). 
The l abo r  r e a l l o c a t i o n  t r e n d ,  i n  p a r t ,  can be expla ined  
by s t r u c t u r a l  changes t a k i ng  p l a c e  w i t h i n  U.S. a g r i c u l t u r e .  
T e c h no l o g i c a l  d eve l opmen t s  i n  t h e  form o f  i n c r e a s e d  l a b o r  
and management c apac i t y  and g r e a t e r  u se  of purchased i npu t s  
h a s  n e c e s s i t a t e d  e i t h e r  f a rm expan s i on  o r  o f f - f a rm  work. 
The o f f - f a rm  employment  t r e n d  i s  a l s o  due ,  i n  p a r t ,  t o  t h e  
changing a t t i t u d e  toward t h e  environment and urban l i v i ng .  
Today's  f a rm p o p u l a t i o n  i n c l u d e s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  g r oup  o f  
r u r a l  r e s i d e n t s  who may c a r r y  on nominal  fa rming  a c t i v i t i e s  
w h i l e  r e l y i n g  a lmo s t  t o t a l l y  on t h e i r  o f f - f a rm  economic  
l i ve l ihood .  I n  t h e  fo l lowing  s e c t i o n s  an a t t emp t  is made t o  
de te rmine  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between o f f - f a rm income and v a r i ou s  
f a r m ,  f a r m  o p e r a t o r ,  a n d  o f f - f a r m  e m p l o y m e n t  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
Data and t h e  es t imated  models 
The f a rm l e v e l  d a t a  i n  t h i s  s t u d y ,  o b t a i n e d  f rom a 
s t r a t i f i e d  random s amp l e  s p r e a d  o v e r  two c o u n t i e s  i n  w e s t  
Tenne s s e e ,  a r e  q u i t e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
s i t u a t i o n  i n  t h a t  p a r t  o f  t h e  s t a t e . 4  The r e  were  3.1 5 f a rm 
f a m i l i e s  i n  t h e  s amp l e  whose f a rm s  r e p r e s e n t e d  a b o u t  6 
pe rcen t  of a l l  farm u n i t s  i n  t h e  two coun t i e s ,  accord ing  t o  
t h e  1974 A g r i c u l t u r a l  Census.  The d a t a  we r e  c o l l e c t e d  by 
t r a i n e d  e n ume r a t o r s  d u r i n g  1977-78.  A t  t h e  end o f  t h e  
s u r v e y ,  22 f a rm s  were  e x c l uded  f rom t h e  s amp l e  b e c a u s e  o f  
incomplete  informat ion .  The remaining 197 forms c o n s t i t u t e d  
a b o u t  5.6 p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  t h e  f a rm u n i t s  i n  t h e  s e l e c t e d  
count ies .  Of t h e  193 f a rme r s ,  87 were p a r t - t ime  farmers.5 
A r e v i ew  o f  l i t e r a t u r e  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  o f f - f a rm  income 
can  be  s t r o n g l y  a f f e c t e d  by a g e ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  f a m i l y  s i z e ,  
number o f  y e a r s  o f  work ,  e x p e r i e n c e ,  d i s t a n c e  t r a v e l e d  t o  
of f - fa rm work, farm income, and nonfarm wage r a t e  (Hanson, 
1972; Gardiner  and Wysong, 1978). L imi ted  by t h e  a v a i l a b l e  
d a t a ,  t h e  fo l lowing  two models were e s t ima t ed  t o  de te rmine  
t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  among f a rm o p e r a t o r s '  o f f  - f a rm  income,  
t o t a l  f a m i l y  o f f  - f a r m  i n c om e ,  a nd  v a r i o u s  s e l e c t e d  
v a r i a b l e s . 6  The f o l l o w i n g  mode l s  i n  t h e  l i n e a r  form were  
es t imated  : 
 i imitations o f  t h e  d a t a  a r e  r e c o g n i z e d ,  a s  i t  
r ep r e s en t s  on ly  a sma l l  a rea .  However, t h e  s tudy  a t t emp t s  
t o  i d e n t i f y  some ma jo r  v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  d e t e rm i n e  of  f - f a rm  
income. 
'A farm w i t h  o f f - f a rm income ( s a l a r y  and wage ea rn ings )  
earned by ope r a t o r  o r  spouse o r  bo th  was cons idered  a p a r t -  
t ime  farm. 
60f f - fa rm income h e r e  i nc ludes  only  t h e  o f f - f a rm wage 
and s a l a r y  e a r n i n g s  by f a rm o p e r a t o r s  and o t h e r  f a m i l y  
members. 
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Tab l e  5. Off-farm employment o f  f a rm  o p e r a t o r s ,  
s e l e c t e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  Tennessee,  1978  
I t e m  Ope r a t o r s  working o f  f - f  arm 
( p e r c e n t )  
Ope r a t o r s  1-99 100-199 200 days  
(number day s  days  o r  more 
All farm o p e r a t o r s  96,996 
Ope r a t o r s  r e p o r t i n g  
work o f f - fa rm (62X) 60,023 14 .5  
P y v a l u e  o f  ag r .  
p r o du c t s  s o l d  
Up t o  S20,000 54, 779 12 .7  
S20,OOO - 39 ,000  3 ,063  29.6 
S40,OOO - 99,999 1 , 532  36.8 
S100,OOO and more 630 46.8 
By t e n u r e  o f  farm 
o p e r a t o r  
Full. owner 47,717 13 .0  
P a r t  owner 12 , 678  15.7 
Tenan t s  5 ,609 17 .3  
By age  o f  farm 
o p e r a t o r  
34 and under  11 ,426  12 .5  
35 - 54 29,784 10 .1  
55 - 64 13 ,438  17 .5  
65 and o v e r  3 ,361  55.9 
Source :  U.S. Bureau of  t h e  Census  (1978, Tennes s ee ) .  
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TOFMI = bn + blAO + b3ED0 + b3D0 + b4W0 + b6TJO + b7WS 
OFIO = bn + b 1 ~ 0  + b3En0 + b3D0 + b4W0 + B5H00 + bhTJO 
where, 
TOFMI = t o t a l  family off-farm income (S) 
OF10 = ope r a t o r ' s  off-farm income ($1 
AO = age of opera tor  (years)  
ED0 = education of opera tor  (years)  
DO = dis tance  t r ave l ed  by farm operator  t o  off-farm 
jobs (miles)  
WO = wage r a t e  (off-farm) received by opera tor  ( S )  
HOO = number of  hou r s  o p e r a t o r  worked o f f - f a rm  p e r  
year (hours) 
I J O  = experience of off-farm work, opera tor  (years)  
WS = wage r a t e  (off-farm) received by spouse (S) 
DS = d i s t a n c e  t r a v e l e d  by spouse  t o  o f f - f a rm  job 
(miles)  
HOS = number of hours spouse worked off-farm per year 
(years)  
TJS = experience of off-farm work, spouse (years)  
A = number of ac res  operated 
TFM = t o t a l  number family members 
GFI = gross farm income (S) 
OFIS = off-farm income of spouse ( S )  
A s e t  of hypo theses  were  e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  
farm operator ' s  off-farm earnings as  a  funct ion of var ious  
farm o p e r a t o r s ,  and o f f - f a rm  employment v a r i a b l e s .  The 
s t a t i s t i c a l  r e l a t i on sh ip s  between dependent v a r i ab l e s  (OFIO 
and TOFMI) and var ious  dependent v a r i ab l e s  were hypothesized 
t o  be (b l  > 0 ,  b2 > 0 ,  - - - - - - - - - - - -  , b14 > 0-  
Results and discussion 
The above models were es t imated f o r  the  farm operator ' s  
off-farm income, a s  we l l  as  f o r  t o t a l  off-farm income of the  
f am i l y  ( o p e r a t o r ' s  of f - f a rm  income + spouse ' s  of f - f a rm  
income),  u s i n g  Ord ina ry  Lea s t  Squares  (OLS) method. The 
r e s u l t s  of t h e  models a r e  p r e s en t ed  i n  Table  6. In  t h i s  
t a b l e ,  e l a s t i c i t i e s  we r e  computed  f o r  e a c h  o f  t h e  
independent va r i ab les  a t  t h e i r  mean values t o  determine the  
responsiveness of the  off-farm t o  changes i n  the  independent 
va r i ab les .  
Tota l  off-farm income of the  family 
I n  t h e  f i r s t  model where t h e  t o t a l  o f f - f a rm  income 
(TOFMI) was the dependent v a r i ab l e ,  th ree  of the  explanatory 
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Table 6. Estimated coefficients and related statistics of factors affecting total off-farm income and 
operator off-farm income, selected Tennessee farm families 
Independent Parameter Standard Elasticity Parameter Standard Elasticity 
variable Mean estimate error P > T at mean estimate error P > T at mean 
Dependent Variable - TOFMI Dependent Variable - OF10 
Constant 2942.695 354R.083 0.41 0 3786.427 1149.303 0.233 
A0 47.2 -42.313 42.111 0.320 -0.183 -h8.690* 37.580 0.072 -0.460 
ED0 10.7 -5R.579 191.882 0.761 -0.057 2.594 167.058 0.988 0.004 
DO 6.7 56.642 57.108 0.327 0.005 54.373 69.561 0.276 0.051 
wo 1.6 ii93.~ih*** 235.861 n.onoi o.10~ 1250.264*** 205.079 0.0001 0.032 
HOO 1240.0 1 . o A ~ *  0.650 n.inn 0.122 1.025* 0.566 0.074 0.180 
TJO 7.1 24.726 72.147 0.733 0.016 10.860 62.444 0.862 0.011 
ws 7.1 1724.86~*** 338.062 n-noni 0.355 
I)S 4.3 63.559 110.557 0.567 0 . n ~  
NOS 564.7 0.100 0.772 0.R97 0.005 
TJS 1.5 36.095 04.959 0.705 0.001 
A 160.0 1.251 3.27~ n.325 0.047 0.874 2.927 0.766 0.020 
TFM 1.3 184.463 416.193 0.659 0.056 84.834 361.569 0.815 0.040 
GFI 20,722.2 -0.044** 0.020 0.033 -0.083 -0.026 0.018 0.180 -0.070 
0FIS 1963.4 0.103 0.118 0.388 0.058 
r7 = n.6112 R~ - 0.6795 
*~Significnnt at 10% 
***Significant at 5% 
Significant at 1% 
Mean T O M I  - S11,017.6 Mean OF10 = $7,054.2 
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var iab les  in  the  regress ion equation were s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the  
5 pe r cen t  l e v e l  and one v a r i a b l e  was s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  10 
percent level .  Off-farm income was expected t o  be d i r e c t l y  
r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  age  of t h e  o p e r a t o r .  Th i s  was based on t h e  
assumption t h a t  o lde r  farm operators  have more off-farm work 
experience and, the re fo re ,  w i l l  r ece ive  higher  s a l a r i e s  and 
wages. However, the  es t imated regress ion equation yielded a 
c o e f f i c i e n t  w i t h  a n e g a t i v e  s i ~ n ,  t hough  i t  was n o t  
s i g n i f i c a n t .  Th i s  may be exp l a i ned  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  o f f -  
farm work genera l ly  ava i l ab l e  i n  the  a rea  requ i res  physical  
s t r eng th ;  f o r  t h i s  reason,  the  employers can be expected t o  
p re fe r  younger workers r a t h e r  than experienced workers wi th  
decl in ing s t rength .  
One would  e x p e c t  t h e  s i g n  o f  t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  
educa t i on  t o  be p o s i t i v e ,  r i o r i ,  and such p o s i t i v e  
r e l a t i on sh ip s  have been found 5?-- n empirical s t ud i e s  (Hanson, 
1972). However, the  education c o e f f i c i e n t  i s  negat ive  (not 
s i g n i f i c a n t ) .  A p o s s i b l e  e xp l a n a t i o n  of t h i s  n e g a t i v e  
coe f f i c i en t  may be t h a t  an increase  i n  the  education (from a 
v e r y  low l e v e l )  of  a  f a rm  o p e r a t o r  i n c r e a s e s  h i s  
p r o d u c t i v i t y  on t h e  farm and i n  t h e  household  more than  i t  
i n c r e a s e s  h i s  p r o d u c t i v i t y  i n  o f f - f a rm  employment i n  
r e l a t i v e l y  r u r a l  a reas ,  consequently inducing a r e a l l o ca t i on  
of t ime  i n  f avo r  of on-farm a c t i v i t i e s  and away from o f f -  
farm employment (Sexton, 1975). The na tu re  of off-farm jobs 
ava i l ab le  in  the  study a rea  does not  r equ i re  a high l eve l  of 
formal education;  the re fo re ,  wages a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  low. The 
n o n s i g n i f i c a n t  c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  d i s t a n c e  may i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
the re  i s  not  much va r i a t i on  i n  the  d i s t ance  t r ave led  t o  t h e  
iob by farm operators.  This seems qu i t e  p laus ib le  because 
Jackson ,  Tennessee ,  i s  t h e  on ly  major  c i t y  c l o s e  t o  t h e  
s t u dy  a r e a  and a m a j o r i t y  of t h e  o p e r a t o r s  may be working i n  
or  around Jackson. 
Off- farm wage r a t e  of t h e  o p e r a t o r  and spouse  were 
found t o  be po s i t i v e  and s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the  1 percent l e v e l  
of s ign i f i cance .  Yours worked off-farm by opera tor  during 
the  year was a l so  po s i t i v e  and s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  10 percent 
l eve l .  The coe f f i c i en t  f o r  gross farm income was negat ive  
and s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  5  percent ,  ind ica t ing  t h a t  as  gross  farm 
income inc reases ,  the  off-farm income declines.  The s i z e  of 
t h e  farm was expec ted  t o  va ry  i n v e r s e l y  w i t h  t h e  o f f - f a rm  
income. However, r e s u l t s  i n  Tab le  6 d i d  n o t  s uppo r t  t h i s  
hypothesis. The coe f f i c i en t  of the  s i z e  of the  farm (A) has 
a po s i t i v e  value but not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from zero. 
Th i s  may be because  most  of  t h e  fa rms  i n  t h e  sample  a r e  
r e l a t i v e l y  sm a l l ,  w i t h  an ave r age  s i z e  of 160 a c r e s ,  and 
t h e r e f o r e  t h e r e  i s  n o t  much v a r i a t i o n  i n  s i z e .  Exper ience  
of off-farm work by opera tors  and t h e i r  spouses, and number 
of  f am i l y  members (TFM) were found t o  be p o s i t i v e  b u t  n o t  
s i g n i f i c a n t .  
The c o e f f i c i e n t  of m u l t i p l e  d e t e rm i n a t i o n  ( ~ 2 )  had 
v a l u e  of  0.63, which meant t h a t  t h e  e s t im a t e d  r e g r e s s i o n  
equation explained 63 percent of the  v a r i a t i o n  i n  the  t o t a l  
off-farm income of the  farm f ami l i e s  i n  the  sample. The F- 
value was s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the  1 percent l eve l ,  and the re fo re  
R~ i s  a mean ingfu l  measure of t h e  e xp l a n a t o r y  power of t h e  
est imated model. 
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Off-farm income of the  opera tor  (OFIO) 
In the second model, spouse's wage r a t e  (WS), dis tance  
t r a v e l e d  (DS), h o u r s  worked (HOS), and o f f - f a r m  work 
expe r i ence  (TJS) were dropped from t h e  e qu a t i o n ,  o f f - f a rm  
income of spouse  was added a s  an independen t  v a r i a b l e ,  and 
t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  was o f f - f a rm  income ea rned  by 
o p e r a t o r .  Th i s  was done t o  s t u dy  o f f - f a rm  income of  
t h e  o p e r a t o r  only .  The r e s u l t s  of t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  e qu a t i o n  
a r e  g iven  i n  Table  h .  
Again, age of the  opera tor  was negat ive  but s i g n i f i c a n t  
a t  t h e  10 p e r c e n t  l e v e l  of s i g n i f i c a n c e .  The educa t i on  
c o e f f i c i e n t  emerged p o s i t i v e  bu t  no t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  Hours 
worked by o p e r a t o r  had a p o s i t i v e  s i g n  and s i g n i f i c a n t  F  
v a l u e ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  i n  t h e  model e x p l a i n  
c on s i d e r a b l e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  o f f - f a rm  income of  t h e  
opera tor .  
Coef f i c i en t s  f o r  the  gross farm income i n  both models 
sugge s t  t h a t  t h e  magni tude of e f f e c t s  on t h e  o f f - f a rm  
ea rn ings  was n o t  l a r g e  (Tab le  6 ) .  An i n c r e a s e  i n  a d o l l a r  
of  GFI r e s u l t e d  i n  l e s s  t h an  4 c e n t s  d e c l i n e  i n  o f f - f a rm  
income. Th i s  was f u r t h e r  suppor ted  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  
e l a s t i c i t y  of  t h e  t o t a l  o f f - f a rm  e a r n i ng s  (TOFMI) w i t h  
r e s p e c t  t o  g r o s s  farm income (GFI) had a h i g h l y  i n e l a s t i c  
v a l u e  of  -0.08. That  i s ,  1 p e r c e n t  i n c r e a s e  i n  g r o s s  farm 
income was a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  about  a .n8 pe r c en t  d e c l i n e  i n  
t o t a l  o f f - f a r m  i ncome  (TOFMI). I n  f a c t ,  none  o f  t h e  
v a r i a b l e s  i n  t h e  two models were  e l a s t i c  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  
off-farm earnings. Gardiner and Wysonq (1978) a l s o  r epo r t  
i n e l a s t i c i t y  of o f f - f a rm  income w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  s i m i l a r  
independent va r i ab les  except education. The i n e l a s t i c i t y  of 
education i n  t h i s  study is probably due t o  the  reasons given 
i n  the  previous sect ion.  
Conclusions and impl ica t ions  
Income from off-farm employment has been i d e n t i f i e d  a s  
one poss ib le  a l t e r n a t i v e  toward a l l e v i a t i n g  the  low income 
problem of sma l l  farms.  The s t u dy  a t t emp t e d  t o  de t e rm ine  
f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i ng  off-farm income (wage and s a l a r y  earnings) 
of a  s e l e c t  group of Tennessee farm f ami l i e s  and t o  i d en t i f y  
the  incidence and magnitude of off-farm income i n  t h e  South. 
The importance of off-farm income i n  t o t a l  family  income has 
been increas ing over the  years. The propor t ion of opera to r s  
working o f f - f a rm  i n  1 9 7 8  was h i g h e r  i n  t h e  South  t h an  i n  t h e  
United Sta tes .  
7 ~ h e  l a s t i c i t y  of p roduc t i on  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  change i n  
output r e l a t i v e  t o  change i n  input.  I f  output  increases  by 
a g r e a t e r  p e r cen t age  than  i n p u t ,  t h e  r a t i o  i s  g r e a t e r  than  
1.0; i f  ou tpu t  i n c r e a s e s  by t h e  same r a t e  a s  i n p u t ,  i t  i s  
1.0; f o r  a p e r cen t  i n c r e a s e  i n  o u t pu t  l e s s  t h an  t h e  p e r c e n t  
increase  i n  input ,  the  r a t i o  i s  l e s s  than uni ty .  
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This  s t u dy  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  v a r i o u s  socioeconomic 
f a c t o r s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  t o t a l  off-farm income of farm 
fami l i e s .  These f a c t o r s  a r e  1 )  lower gross  farm income, 3 )  
wage r a t e  ( o f f - f a rm)  of o p e r a t o r ,  3) wage r a t e  of s pouse ,  
and 4 )  hours  worked o f f - f a rm  by t h e  o p e r a t o r .  Both models 
i n d i c a t e  age  of t h e  o p e r a t o r  t o  be n e g a t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  
off-farm incomes; s im i l a r l y ,  education was found t o  have a 
negat ive  con t r ibu t ion ,  but it was not  s i gn i f i c an t .  
The o f f  - farm income component i s  of a magni tude t o  be 
considered a key s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of ag r i cu l t u r e  i n  
t h e  South. A t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  l e v e l ,  t h e  o f f - f a rm  income 
element en t e r s  the  economic dec i s ion  framework of most farm 
f am i l i e s .  'In t h e  a gg r e g a t e ,  i t  imp l i e s  a b l end ing  of 
farm /nonfarm,  r u r a l t u r b a n  d i cho tomie s  ( J e h l i k  and Lowry, 
1970). With i n c r e a s e d  o f f  -farm employment of farm f am i l y  
members, farm f am i l y  income and we l l - be inq  have become 
l i nked  more c l o s e l y  t o  economic c o n d i t i o n s  i n  t h e  nonfarm 
sector .  S ignif icance  and po t e n t i a l  of o f f  -farm income may 
a l s o  be c oun t e r a c t i n g  t r e n d s  toward fewer  and l a r g e r  farm 
op e r a t i o n s .  Thus o f f - f a rm  income f a c t o r s  may even e n t e r  
i n t o  farm management d e c i s i o n s  such a s  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of 
f a rming  e n t e r p r i s e s  and p roduc t i on  p a t t e r n s  which b e s t  
conform t o  o f f  - farm employment schedu les .  In  some a r e a s ,  
off-farm employment oppor tun i t i e s  may increase  the  ranks of 
r u r a l  f a m i l i e s  who f a l l  i n t o  t h e  sma l l  farm c a t e go r y ,  
r e su l t i ng  i n  more obvious s t r u c t u r a l  changes. 
F ina l ly ,  t h i s  phenomenon of combining farm and o f f  -f arm 
employment i s  l i k e l y  t o  c on t i n u e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  a s  farm 
operators  seek o the r  means f o r  supplying farm family  income 
needs, a s  indust ry  becomes more decen t ra l i zed  and more jobs 
a r e  made ava i l ab le  i n  t r a d i t i o n a l  r u r a l  a r e a s ,  as  education 
and s k i l l s  of  farm o p e r a t o r s  i n c r e a s e ,  a s  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  
developments and use of labor-saving machinery reduce farm 
l a bo r  r e qu i r emen t s ,  and a s  f am i l i e s  move from t h e  nonfarm 
s e c t o r  t o  t h e  farm s e c t o r  f o r  v a r i o u s  s o c i a l  and economic 
benef i t s .  Also, increas ing farm production co s t s  could mean 
an even g r ea t e r  por t ion of farm family  labor  resources being 
a l loca ted  t o  off-farm a c t i v i t i e s ,  s imply because of g r e a t e r  
f i n a n c i a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  on farm expansion.  I t  appea r s  t h a t  
r u r a l  development programs aimed a t  increas ing r u r a l  family  
incomes might be d i rec ted  toward t r a i n i ng  and r e t r a i n i ng  the 
r u r a l  population f o r  off-farm employment. Location of new 
i n d u s t r i e s  a l one  may no t  improve t h e  income s i t u a t i o n  i n  
r u r a l  areas.  I f  these  i ndus t r i e s  o f f e r  only low paying jobs 
o r  people  a r e  n o t  t r a i n e d  t o  work f o r  t h e s e  i n d u s t r i e s ,  
t h e i r  on r u r a l  f am i l y  income w i l l  be marg ina l .  Off- farm 
employment i n  r e l a t i v e l y  good paying i n d u s t r i e s  can be a 
p roduc t i ve  o u t l e t  f o r  exce s s  f am i l y  l a bo r  and a means of 
r a i s i ng  farm family  l i v i ng  levels .  
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